The freshwater crayfishes are a group of decapod crustaceans that have played a critical role in a diversity of biological studies, from physiology, to ecology, neurobiology, conservation, and evolution. Central to many of these fields of study is the dependence on a robust taxonomic framework for accurate communication relating to species diversity and associated attributes. Despite a huge body of taxonomic work since Linnaeus, there has never been a single, comprehensive taxonomic summary of all the species of crayfish of the world. There has also been an abundance of recent taxonomic work in terms of new species descriptions and taxonomic insights gained from a variety of phylogenetic studies. Here we gather diverse taxonomic and phylogenetic information into a single resource. We develop an updated classification system that includes all the crayfishes worldwide and taxonomic changes to better reflect the current phylogenetic knowledge of the group. We also include all the fossil crayfish taxa for a complete classification of extant and extinct crayfishes. Our classification results in two superfamilies (Astacoidea and Parastacoidea), five families, 38 genera, and 669 species (692 including distinct subspecies). We provide a checklist of all species and include validated taxonomic authorities, type localities, figure references, and synonyms. We also provide arguments for our revised classification. The updated and complete classification aims to provide a robust framework for future studies of the freshwater crayfishes of the world.
INTRODUCTION
The freshwater crayfishes are a diverse group of decapod crustaceans that have played a central role in biology for over 130 years since being proposed as a model organism (Huxley, 1880) . They have served as model organisms in vision research (Wald, 1967) , physiology (Furshpan & Potter, 1959; Douglass et al., 1993; McMahon, 2001) and ecology (Stein, 1977) . Crayfishes are keystone species in stream communities (Creed, 1994; Momot, 1995; Parkyn et al., 1997) and flagship species for conservation efforts in highly endangered freshwater habitats (Richman et al., 2015) . All these research efforts, however, rely on a robust taxonomic underpinning for appropriate comparisons and inferences. There is unfortunately not a single, recent taxonomic summary of the freshwater crayfishes of the world. The closest summary is a checklist of American crayfishes (Hobbs, 1989) . While an exceptional resource for those working in the Americas, this checklist is limited geographically and taxonomically to a subset (albeit a large one) of the world's crayfish diversity. Furthermore, the crayfish taxonomic community has been very active with a large number of species described since 1989 (Fig. 1) . A number of important and helpful regional assessments have been published more recently (e.g., Pflieger, 1996; Taylor & Schuster, 2004; Souty-Grosset et al., 2006) . While these resources are extremely valuable for local and regional insights into the diversity of crayfishes, there is no single comprehensive resource that brings together all the taxonomic information of the world crayfishes. This is no doubt due to a number of outstanding taxonomic issues and confusions that have developed because of competing taxonomies and updated understanding of evolutionary relationships among the freshwater crayfishes illuminated by a number of recent phylogenetic studies on various groups. While many new species have been described in recent years and regional faunal lists have been published, the backbone taxonomy has remained relatively unchanged with four notable exceptions. First is the discovery of much hidden diversity in Tasmania resulting in the description of two new genera and the synonymization of another . Second was the revision of East European and Asian taxa by Starobogatov (1996) , which was not well received and has been variously integrated (more often not) into regional taxonomies. Third was the discovery of a new fossil family from China (Taylor et al., 1999) and new fossil genera from British Columbia (Feldmann et al., 2011) , Argentina (Aguirre-Urreta, 1992), and Australia (Martin et al., 2008) . Two subgenera have been mentioned in the literature within the genus Cherax, namely Astaconephrops and Cherax. Because these subgenera have not been consistently used, we follow Davie (2002) and Ahyong (2014) , supported by the recent phylogenetic analysis of Bláha et al. (2016) , in not recognizing subgenera within the genus Cherax. Finally, Cambaroides Faxon, 1884 has been recently placed phylogenetically outside Astacidae Latreille, 1802 and Cambaridae Hobbs, 1942a on both morphological (Rode & Babcock, 2003; Kawai et al., 2013) and molecular phylogenetic (Crandall et al., 2000; Ahn et al., 2006; Braband et al., 2006; BrackenGrissom et al., 2014) grounds. We therefore take this opportunity to raise an earlier subfamily rank name for this genus, but to family level. The remaining higher-level crayfish taxonomy has been reasonably stable over the last 50 years through the exceptional efforts of Horton H. Hobbs, Jr. (e.g., Hobbs, 1942a; 1972a, b; 1974a, b; . Here we attempt to integrate, update, and revise crayfish taxonomy with insights gained through systematic and taxonomic studies. We identify a number of areas of controversy and justify our conclusions in the sections below before presenting the first comprehensive taxonomic summary for the freshwater crayfishes. Additionally, we integrate these results into the IUCN RedList (IUCN, 2016) and in the World Register of Marine Species (WoRMS, 2017) taxonomic database through the Freshwater Animal Diversity Assessment (FADA) Project (Lévêque et al., 2005) .
SUMMARY OF TAXONOMY
The classification of the freshwater crayfish presented herein consists of five families and 38 genera. We outline our classification, including the two superfamilies (Northern and Southern hemispheres divisions). We also summarize the genera and numbers of extant species, additional subspecies, and fossil species within each genus. "Astacus Fabricius, 1775 (3 + 2, 3 † †) " indicates that this genus contains 3 extant species with 2 subspecies additional to the nominotypical ones and an additional three fossil taxa. Only a single number is given if no subspecies are currently recognized; " †" refers to a species known from both fossil and extant material, whereas a " † †" refers to species known only from fossil material. The summary hopes to orient the reader to both the phylogeny discussion as well as the overall checklist. 2000) and morphological (Scholtz & Richter, 1995) work supports the notion of the freshwater crayfishes as a monophyletic group. While Scholtz & Richter (1995) argued for Thalassinida to be more closely allied with the freshwater crayfishes than the clawed lobsters (homarids), recent work has clearly demonstrated the sister relationship between the clawed lobsters (Nephropidae and Enoplometopidae) and freshwater crayfishes with the divergence between freshwater and marine groups occurring approximately 330 mya (Bracken-Grissom et al., 2014) . While freshwater crayfishes are clearly established as a monophyletic group, the monophyly of the families was questioned because the genus Cambaroides clusters consistently as a basal group to the family Astacidae (Bracken-Grissom et al., 2014) or basal to both the astacids and cambarids (Fig. 2) instead of within Cambaridae where it has been traditionally placed. Nevertheless, the Northern (Astacidae and Cambaridae) and Southern (Parastacidae) hemispheres families form reciprocally monophyletic clades with deep divergence (approximately 265 mya) (Bracken-Grissom et al., 2014) . The divergence times across the Southern Hemisphere taxa are deep and the genera form monophyletic groups (Toon et al., 2010) .
On the other hand, multiple studies question the monophyly of many Northern Hemisphere genera and subgenera, especially in Orconectes (Crandall & Fitzpatrick, 1996; Fetzner, 1996) , Cambarus , and Fallicambarus (Ainscough et al., 2013) . Various studies have also made insights about the species status of individual taxa. All of these studies have made necessary suggestions for adjustments to taxonomy based on the results of the research. Here we strive to make these classification changes formal and detail the proposed changes and our justifications below.
FAMILY ADJUSTMENTS
The placement of Cambaroides has been the topic of discussion for a long time. The group was recognized as distinctive by Faxon (1884) , who established Cambaroides as a subgenus within Astacus. The name was then raised to generic status and placed within its own subfamily (Cambaroidinae) within the family Astacidae by Villalobos (1955) . The subfamily was subsequently transferred to Cambaridae by Hobbs (1974a) . Phylogenetic studies had a similar difficulty in placing Figure 2 . Phylogenetic estimate of the freshwater crayfishes based on a subset of data from Stern et al. (2017) . Family clades of freshwater crayfish are shown in distinct colors with lobster outgroups shown in black.
this genus, demonstrating that the inclusion of Cambaroides in either Cambaridae or Astacidae made those groups non-monophyletic, based on both molecular (Crandall et al., 2000) and morphological (Rode & Babcock, 2003) grounds. These studies also showed a closer affinity of Cambaroides to astacids rather than to cambarids. These early phylogenetic studies were nevertheless limited in their sampling of species from within Cambaroides. Two subsequent studies provided evidence with much more extensive sampling within Cambaroides for the monophyly of the group and basal and sister relationship to both Astacidae and Cambaridae (Ahn et al., 2006; Braband et al., 2006) . Our phylogenetic estimate based on more extensive genetic sampling (three mitochondrial and three nuclear genes; Fig. 2) shows the genus to be basal and sister to both the astacids and cambarids, justifying the recognition of a further family for this genus and its six constituent species (Stern et al., 2017) . We, therefore, elevate herein the subfamily Cambaroidinae Villalobos, 1955 to family level solely for the genus Cambaroides to recognize the phylogenetic, morphological, and geographical distinctiveness of this genus and to avoid paraphyly within the Astacidae and/or Cambaridae.
WESTERN PALEARCTIC CRAYFISHES
The species of western Palearctic crayfishes are in need of a comprehensive overhaul that takes advantage of recent molecular tools to diagnose species boundaries and establish relationships among populations and species. While there are many population genetic studies of particular species (e.g., Fratini et al., 2005; Cataudella et al., 2010) , these studies have been focused regionally, for the most part, with the aim of aiding local and regional conservation issues and are not taxonomically focused as needed for taxonomic updates (as outlined in Manganelli et al., 2006) . As a result, such studies are often missing important populations and taxa that might allow for a more comprehensive overview of the species within Astacus, Austropotamobius, and Pontastacus. Some more comprehensive studies have been attempted (e.g., Schrimpf et al., 2011) , but still with limited sampling, especially in Eastern Europe and further east. Lacking data to the contrary, we follow the recommendation of Smietana et al. (2006) by recognizing the three genera supported by Brodsky (1983) , including the somewhat controversial Pontastacus. As pointed out by Smietana et al. (2006) , much more extensive work needs to be done on the Eastern European species before a reasonable picture of the western Palearctic fauna can be achieved. Similarly, we also largely adhere to the classification outlined in Starobogatov (1996) , which has been somewhat conveniently overlooked by the majority of workers rather than rigorously tested. We nevertheless follow Smietana et al. (2006) and not Starobogatov (1996) in only recognizing three genera and follow the nomenclature outlined in Manganelli et al. (2006) for some taxa. We agree with the argument put forward by Manganelli et al. (2006) that the oldest available name for the Italian white-clawed crayfish is indeed Astacus pallipes var. Fulcisiana Ninni, 1886 , which thus takes priority over Astacus pallipes italicus Faxon, 1914 (ICZN, 1999 . As such, we list this taxon under the name Austropotamobius fulcisianus fulcisianus (Ninni, 1886) . (Linnaeus, 1758) ; (B) Pontastacus leptodactylus (Eschscholtz, 1823) , Cambaridae: (C) Barbicambarus cornutus (Faxon, 1884) ; (D) Bouchardina robisoni Hobbs, 1977a ; (E) Cambarellus (Pandicambarus) puer Hobbs, 1945; and Cambaroididae: (F) Cambaroides similis (Koelbel, 1892) (all photos by C. Lukhaup).
NORTH AMERICAN GENERA AND SUBGENERA
We have revised the classification of the North American taxa, especially at both generic and subgeneric levels, based on recent phylogenetic results. For Cambarus, Orconectes, and Procambarus, we eliminate the subgeneric classifications. These classifications have been shown to have no phylogenetic validity in Cambarus and Orconectes (Crandall & Fitzpatrick, 1996; Fetzner, 1996; Taylor & Knouft, 2006) , and our preliminary data suggest the same is true for Procambarus. While we appreciate the desire to have these genera with large numbers of species divided into smaller, more digestible groupings, these assignments have not been based on cladistic characters (Fitzpatrick, 1987a) and do not support monophyletic groups. It is therefore difficult at times even to place new species in the appropriate subgenus. Cambarellus, however, has two subgenera that are reciprocally monophyletic (Cambarellus and Pandicambarus) (Pedraza-Lara et al., 2012) and we, therefore, retain these taxa. The subgenus Dirigicambarus nested within Pandicambarus in the analysis of Pedraza-Lara et al. (2012) and we therefore consider these species to be contained within this latter subgenus and eliminate the former subgenus. We also do not recognize the subfamily Cambarinae as a further distinction for this genus, as it seems unwarranted, especially without a reciprocal sister group. Fallicambarus, on the other hand, has traditionally been divided into two subgenera (Fallicambarus and Creaserinus). While these two subgenera form monophyletic groups, each is more closely related to other genera than to each other (Ainscough et al., 2013) , with the subgenus Fallicambarus more allied with members of Procambarus and the subgenus Creaserinus more closely allied with species of Faxonius (see below). We thus elevate the subgenus Creaserinus to full generic rank and retain the contained species. Similarly, the representatives of Orconectes form at least two distinct groups. The nominal group (the "cave Orconectes") form a monophyletic group that is more closely related to members of Cambarus, while the remaining "Orconectes" are more closely related to Barbicambarus, Creaserinus, and other species of Cambarus (Crandall & Fitzpatrick, 1996; Fetzner, 1996) . As the type species of Orconectes, Orconectes inermis Cope, 1872, belongs to the cave-dwelling group, the genus is herein restricted to just those taxa. The surface-dwelling taxa now excluded from Orconectes sensu stricto are herein placed in the resurrected genus Faxonius Ortmann, 1905a, the oldest available name previously considered to be a synonym of Orconectes Cope, 1872. At the species level, a few studies have suggested new generic allocations for certain species, including Cambarus pecki (Hobbs, 1967a) (not Procambarus (see ), Fallicambarus tenuis (Hobbs, 1950a) (not Procambarus (see Ainscough et al., 2013) ), and the synonymy of Procambarus ferrugineus Hobbs & Robison, 1988 with Procambarus liberorum Fitzpatrick, 1978a based on phylogenetic inferences .
Some genera, such as Procambarus and Cambarus, are clearly still not monophyletic groups (Fig. 2) . We nevertheless refrain from making further taxonomic changes until we achieve a more comprehensive sampling of species within such groups. Similarly, some relationships, such as the placement of the Australasian genus Cherax, are different compared to previous phylogenetic studies (Toon et al., 2010) . There still remain a number of poorly-supported nodes in the overall phylogeny and we have attempted to make taxonomic revisions based only on the more well-supported aspects of the phylogeny. Phylogenetic studies seem to suggest that clades are more geographically than taxonomically affiliated. The present list provides a significant but first step in achieving a comprehensive phylogenetically based taxonomy of the freshwater crayfishes by making taxonomic changes suggested throughout the last twenty years of phylogenetic studies and bringing all information into a single resource.
LIST OF THE SPECIES OF FRESHWATER CRAYFISHES OF THE WORLD
For each of the herein recognized crayfish families (both extant and fossil), we list the currently recognized genera, species, and subspecies. For each genus, we provide a reference to the original description, their type species and method of designation, as well as their gender to facilitate future work. All known synonyms are also listed. For species and subspecies, we list their current bi/trinomen, original name combination (if different), as well as currently accepted synonyms. For each, we list the page number on which the original description starts, a reference to all figures or plates on which the original illustrations appear, and type locality information. As is traditional, we distinguish different species described by the same author(s) in the same year but in different publications by a letter following the year of publication, following the order in which they appear in the text, for example, Bouchardina robisoni Hobbs, 1977a and Procambarus strenthi Hobbs, 1977b . Hobbs (1974b Hobbs ( , 1989 . To avoid unnecessary confusion, we follow these traditional designations, but have clearly marked them as such. We have refrained from guessing in which country some type localities are located, reflecting the originally stated inaccuracy, for example "Potamobius pylzowi Skorikov, 1907: 117 ("oriental part of Zakavkazie" [= eastern part of Transcaucausia]), which spans several eastern European and western Asian countries. We also left, out of necessity, some older type localities simply as stated in the original descriptions. Lectotype and neotype designations are highlighted (when known), as well as additional comments when necessary, primarily those relating to ICZN rules. We highlight fossil taxa with a dagger ( †) following the convention of De Grave et al. (2009) , with a single dagger meaning the species is known from both fossil and extant material, while a double dagger signifies a fully fossil taxon. For clarity, nomina dubia, nomina nuda, as well as unavailable names are included in the synonymies of species when known or discernible; the remainder are listed at the end of the compilation.
The cut-off date for inclusion of names was set at 11 June 2017, although we are very much aware that the description of several species are in press and the present compilation will be outdated as soon as it appears in print. The data will nevertheless be migrated to the WoRMS platform (www.marinespecies.org) on publication, where we will endeavor to keep the list current. Ng (1994) laid down the foundation of author citation in decapod literature, which since has been followed in all major compilations of decapod higher level taxonomy (De Grave et al., 2009) , brachyuran crabs (Ng et al., 2008) , anomurans (Baba et al., 2008; McLaughlin et al., 2010a; 2010b) , lobsters (Chan, 2010) , and shrimps (De Grave & Fransen, 2011) . This follows a strict interpretation of Article 50 (ICZN, 1999) in that merely citing an author's name after a new species name does not make it explicit enough that the description is solely by that/those person(s). Rather, it requires either a specific statement to that effect, or as is common in older literature, a clear line of evidence that parts of the article were written by, and can thus be formally attributed to a person(s) other than the author(s) of the article. For example, we attribute Cambarus setosus to Faxon & Garman in Garman, 1889 , rather than just Faxon alone, as listed in Hobbs (1974b) . This problem is not restricted to older literature as often thought, with for example, Ribeiro, Buckup, Gomes & Araujo (2016) Ng (1994) , the citation of these names becomes far less cumbersome, for example P. fluviatilis Ribeiro, Buckup, Gomes & Araujo (2016) rather than P. fluviatilis Ribeiro & Buckup in Ribeiro, Buckup, Gomes & Araujo (2016) . We accept that this is not how Article 50 is uniformly interpreted across the zoological community and others may disagree. Because all other compilations in the taxonomy of decapods have followed this format, it seems logical to employ the same rule to bring the crayfish taxonomic literature in line with the prevailing viewpoint in decapod nomenclature. Various other conventions on spelling of authors and the argument that authors are "nomina" instead of "persona" (see Dubois, 2008) are as followed in Ng et al. (2008) and De Grave & Fransen (2011) . We use, for example, Austropotamobius torrentium torrentium (von Paula Schrank, 1803), rather than only " (Schrank, 1803) " as used in previous compilations (e.g., Hobbs, 1974a) . For the relative priority and publication dates of some names published by H.H. Hobbs Jr., we follow Reed & Manning (1998) , whilst publication dates for other publications were verified and if necessary adjusted from a variety of sources. For example, the revision of Starobogatov was actually published on the 25 January 1996, rather than in 1995, according to the website of the journal, Arthropoda Selecta. Starobogatov, 1996 : 14 (validation under Art. 10.2 (ICZN, 1999 of the unavailable name Astacus (Astacus) astacus natio čanadžiae Karaman, 1963 3.4 and 45.6.3 (ICZN, 1999) ). Astacus balcanicus balcanicus (Karaman, 1929) = Potamobius fluviatilis balcanicus Karaman, 1929: 147, fig (Karaman, 1929) = Potamobius pallipes orientalis Karaman, 1929: 148, fig. 4 ("in Lereboullet, 1858: 7; pl. 2; pl. 3, fig. 3-3d ( Starobogatov, 1996 : 11 (validation under Art. 10.2 (ICZN, 1999 of the unavailable name Austropotamobius torrentium natio danubicus Karaman, 1962 Hobbs, 1974b) . Pacifastacus connectens (Faxon, 1914) = Astacus gambelii connectens Faxon, 1914: 360; pl. 7, figs. 6, 10; pl. 10 (Faxon, 1914) = Astacus nigrescens fortis Faxon, 1914: 360; pl. 7, figs. 5, 9; pl. 9, fig. 2 ("Fall River, Fall City Mills, Shasta County, California" [USA] ). Pacifastacus gambelii (Girard, 1852) = Cambarus Gambelii Girard, 1852: 90 ("California" [USA] ). Pacifastacus leniusculus (Dana, 1852) = Astacus oreganus Randall, 1840: 138; pl. 7 (Birstein & Vinogradov, 1934) = Astacus leptodactylus cubanicus Birstein & Vinogradov, 1934: 51 ("Kuban River bassin, part of the Azov Sea, Don River south of Rostov (Rostov-na-Donu), Sal River" [translated from the original; all locations in Russia]). Pontastacus danubialis Brodsky, 1981 = Pontastacus eichwaldi danubialis Brodsky, 1981 : 165, fig. 82 (validation under Art. 10.2 (ICZN, 1999 Hobbs, 1974b ; but see Hobbs & Bouchard, 1973 Hobbs, 1941a: 110, figs. 2, 3, 7, 11, 13, 15, 18, 21, 24, 28, 29 ("two (Fitzpatrick, 1987b) = Fallicambarus (Creaserinus) burrisi Fitzpatrick, 1987b: 433, (Hobbs, 1941a) = Cambarus (Cambarus) byersi Hobbs, 1941a: 118, figs. 6, 10, 14, 17, 20, 23, 26, 27, 30 ("narrow swampy area along Phifer Creek, 5.5 miles northwest of Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida, near United States Highway 9" [USA]). Creaserinus caesius (Hobbs, 1975) = Fallicambarus (Creaserinus) caesius Hobbs, 1975: 24, fig. 7 ("roadside ditch at Hot Spring-Saline county line, Arkansas, on State Route 67"
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[USA]). Creaserinus danielae (Hobbs, 1975) = Fallicambarus (Creaserinus) danielae Hobbs, 1975: 28, fig. 8 ("roadside ditch 9.0 miles east of Ocean Springs, Jackson County, Mississippi, on U.S. Highway 90" [USA]). Creaserinus fodiens (Cottle, 1863) = Astacus fodiens Cottle, 1863: 217 ("Upper Canada"; probably "Ontario, Canada" according to Hobbs, 1974b (Fitzpatrick, 1987b) = Fallicambarus (Creaserinus) gordoni Fitzpatrick, 1987b: 439, figs. 2e-i, 3 ("DeSoto National Forest, Camp Shelby Military Reservation, T2N, R10W, Se/4 NE/4 SE/4 Sec. 5, Perry County, Mississippi" [USA]). Creaserinus hortoni (Hobbs & Fitzpatrick, 1970) = Fallicambarus hortoni Hobbs & Fitzpatrick, 1970: 829, (Hobbs, 1950a) = Procambarus tenuis Hobbs, 1950a: 194, = Orconectes rusticus barrenensis Rhoades, 1944a: 125, fig. 6 ("Barren River, at Beech Bend, 2 mi. n. of Bowling Green, Warren County, Kentucky" [USA]). Faxonius bisectus = Orconectes bisectus Rhoades, 1944a: 129, fig. 7 ("Brushy Fork, 1 mi. w. of Repton, Crittenden County, Kentucky" [USA]). Faxonius burri (Taylor & Sabaj, 1998) = Orconectes burri Taylor & Sabaj, 1998: 645;  fig. 1 (Cooper & Cooper, 1995) = Orconectes (Procericambarus) carolinensis Cooper & Cooper, 1995: 67, fig. 1 (Johnson, 2010) = Orconectes (Gremicambarus) castaneus Johnson, 2010: 11, figs. 9, 10, 11, 12a-h, 13a-j (Cooper & Hobbs, 1980) = Orconectes chickasawae Cooper & Hobbs, 1980: 29, fig. 10 Faxon, 1914) . Faxonius cooperi (Cooper & Hobbs, 1980) = Orconectes cooperi Cooper & Hobbs, 1980: 17, fig. 7 (Reimer & Jester, 1975) = Orconectes deanae Reimer & Jester, 1975: 17, Hobbs, 1974b) . Faxonius durelli (Bouchard & Bouchard, 1995) = Orconectes (Procericambarus) durelli Bouchard & Bouchard, 1995: 9, Hobbs, 1974b) . Faxonius hartfieldi (Fitzpatrick & Suttkus, 1992) = Orconectes hartfieldi Fitzpatrick & Suttkus, 1992: 70, fig. 1 (Cooper & Hobbs, 1980) = Orconectes holti Cooper & Hobbs, 1980: 23, figs. 8, 9 . Faxonius illinoiensis (Brown, 1956) = Orconectes illinoiensis Brown, 1956: 163, Hobbs, 1974b) . Faxonius jeffersoni = Orconectes propinquus jeffersoni Rhoades, 1944a: 123 Hobbs, 1974b) . Faxonius kentuckiensis = Orconectes kentuckiensis Rhoades, 1944a: 122, fig. 4 Hobbs, 1974b Fitzpatrick, 1967a: 157) . Faxonius saxatilis (Bouchard & Bouchard, 1976b) = Orconectes saxatilis Bouchard & Bouchard, 1976b: 439, fig. 1 (Page, 1985) = Orconectes stannardi Page, 1985: 564, fig. 1 Fitzpatrick & Busack, 1989: 637, fig. 1 Orconectes australis (Rhoades, 1941) = Cambarus (Faxonius) pellucidus australis Rhoades, 1941: 142, fig Hobbs, 1974b) . Orconectes packardi = Orconectes pellucidus packardi Rhoades, 1944a: 121, fig. 3 . Procambarus apalachicolae Hobbs, 1942b: 55; pl. 3, figs. 26-30; pl. 17 ("road- side ditch in wire grass flatwoods, 11.1 miles west of Beacon Hill, U.S. Highway 98, Bay County, Florida" [USA]). Procambarus atkinsoni (Ortmann, 1913) = Cambarus (Procambarus) atkinsoni Ortmann, 1913: 414 ("tributarios del Río de los Indios, Isla de Pinos, Cuba"; lectotype (as lectoholotype) designated by Hobbs & Villalobos, 1964 : 347, valid designation under Art. 74.5 (ICZN, 1999 ). Procambarus attiguus Hobbs & Franz, 1992 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) attiguus Hobbs & Franz, 1992: 359, fig. 1 ("Silver Glen Springs, 9 mi (14.4 Fitzpatrick, 1978c = Procambarus (Girardiella) barbiger Fitzpatrick, 1978c: 69, figs. 37-52 ("Forrest, Scott County, Mississippi" [USA] ). Procambarus bivittatus Hobbs, 1942b: 96; pl. 6, figs. 96-100; pl. 21 Blandingii Harlan, 1830: 464 ("Camden, Kershaw County, South Carolina" [USA] according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus bouvieri (Ortmann, 1909) = Cambarus (Cambarus) = Procambarus (Hagenides) caritus Hobbs, 1981: 319, figs. 17d, 118b, 122, 123, 236 ("seepage area, 3.7 miles west of Glenwood, Wheeler County, on U.S. Highway 280" [Georgia, USA] ). Fitzpatrick, 1978c = Procambarus (Girardiella) cometes Fitzpatrick, 1978c: 74, figs. 53-71 ("field behind luxury mobile homes (T18N, R14E, SW¼, Sec. 3), Starkville, Oktibbeha County, Mississippi" [USA]). Procambarus connus Fitzpatrick, 1978c = Procambarus (Girardiella) connus Fitzpatrick, 1978c: 76, figs. 72-90 ("Carrollton, Carroll County, Mississippi" [USA] ; misspelled as connos on p. 57). Procambarus contrerasi (Creaser, 1931) = Cambarus (Cambarus) contrerasi Creaser, 1931: 1; pls. 1, 2 ("tributary of the Rio Cazones near Agua Fria, 12 miles south of Miahuapan, State of Puebla, Mexico"). Procambarus cubensis cubensis (Erichson, 1846) = Astacus (Cambarus) cubensis Erichson, 1846: 100 ("Cuba"). = Cambarus consobrinus de Saussure, 1857a: 101 ("l'île de Cuba").
Procambarus catemacoensis

Procambarus cometes
Procambarus cubensis rivalis (Faxon in Rathbun, 1912 (Hobbs, 1941b) = Cambarus blandingii cuevachicae Hobbs, 1941b : 1, fig. 1 ("La Cueva Chica, about one mile northeast of Pujal, San Luis Potosi, Mexico"). Procambarus curdi Reimer, 1975 = Procambarus (Girardiella) curdi Reimer, 1975: 22, figs . 1-9 ("Navasota River, NE of Bryan on U.S. Highway 190, Brazos County, Texas"
[USA]). Procambarus delicatus Hobbs & Franz, 1986 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) delicatus Hobbs & Franz, 1986: 509, Hobbs, 1942b: 49; pl. 2, figs. 16-20; pl. 15 ("flatwoods in the northern part of Panama City, Bay County, Florida" [USA]). Procambarus elegans Hobbs, 1969b: 329, figs. 1-11, 24, 25 ("spillway from Corney Lake, an impounded tributary of the Ouachita River, Claiborne Parish, Louisiana" [USA]). Procambarus enoplosternum Hobbs, 1947a: 5, figs. 2, 5, 10, 12, 13, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 32 Relyea & Sutton, 1975 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) erythrops Relyea & Sutton, 1975: 8, figs . 1, 2 ("Sim's Sink, 1 mi west of the junction of U.S. Hwys. 27 and 129, and 0.1 mi south of Hwy. 27, Suwannee Country, Florida (Sec. 24, T. 6S, R. 14E)" [USA]). Procambarus escambiensis Hobbs, 1942b: 46; pl. 2, figs. 11-15; pl. 14 Hobbs, 1975 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) geminus Hobbs, 1975 : 1, fig. 1 ("roadside pool (perhaps a streambed, but no flow was detected), 1.7 miles south of Taylor, Columbia County, Arkansas, on State Route 132" [USA]). Procambarus geodytes Hobbs, 1942b: 80; pl. 5, figs. 61-65; pl. 19 ("Orange Springs, in the northeastern part of Marion County, Florida" [USA]). Procambarus gibbus Hobbs, 1969b: 337, figs. 12-23 ("tributary to Muckalee Creek (Flint River drainage), 3.2 miles north of Americus on U.S. Hwy. 19, Sumter County, Georgia" [USA]).
Procambarus erythrops
Procambarus gonopodocristatus Villalobos, 1958: 279; pls. 1, 2, 3 ("Paso Largo, Veracruz, Km 411.2 de la carretera Martínez de la Torre, Nautla, 16 km NE Martínez de la Torre, Ver." [Veracruz, Mexico] Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus hagenianus hagenianus (Faxon, 1884) = Cambarus Hagenianus Faxon, 1884: 141 ("Charleston, South Carolina"
[USA]; considered to be in error by Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus hagenianus vesticeps Fitzpatrick, 1978c = Procambarus (Girardiella) hagenianus vesticeps Fitzpatrick, 1978c: 64, figs. 19-36 ("Egypt, Chickasaw County, Mississippi" [USA] ). Procambarus hayi (Faxon, 1884) = Cambarus Hayi Faxon, 1884: 108 ("Macon, Noxubee County, Mississippi" [USA] according to Hobbs, 1974b (Ortmann, 1905d) = Cambarus (Cambarus) hinei Ortmann, 1905d: 401, fig. 1 ("small freshwater pool, ¼ mile from Gulf Beach, near Cameron, Cameron Parish, Louisiana" [USA]). Procambarus hirsutus Hobbs, 1958a: 160, figs. 1-12 ("Salkehatchie River, 1.9 miles south of Barnwell, Barnwell County, S. C., on State Highway 3" [South Carolina, USA]). Procambarus hoffmanni (Villalobos, 1944a) = Paracambarus hoffmanni Villalobos, 1944a: 169; pl. 2 ("Vertedor de Demasía de la Presa de Necaxa" according to Villalobos, 1955 [Puebla, Mexico] Villalobos, 1951: 402; pls. 10, 11 ("El Coyular, 7 km NE de La Unión, municipio de Zihuateutla, Puebla" [Mexico]). Procambarus howellae Hobbs, 1952b : 167, figs. 1-14 ("spring-fed drainage ditch on the campus of Wesleyan College at Rivoli, Bibb County, Georgia" [USA]). Procambarus hubbelli (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus hubbelli Hobbs, 1940a: 406, fig. 19 ("roadside ditch in the flatwoods 1 mile east of Bonifay, Holmes County, Fla., on State Highway No. 1" [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus hybus Hobbs & Walton, 1957: 39, figs. 1-12 ("roadside ditch, 1.7 miles north of Boligee, Greene County, Alabama, on U.S. Highway 11" [USA]). Procambarus incilis Penn, 1962: 222, figs. 1-11 ("pool, 7.5 Hobbs, 1990 = Procambarus (Girardiella) kensleyi Hobbs, 1990: 583, figs. 2b, 3 ("roadside ditch on gentle slope 4.6 mi (7.4 km) NW of U.S. Highway 59 on Fann Road 2497, Angelina County, Texas" [USA]). Procambarus kilbyi (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus kilbyi Hobbs, 1940a: 410; fig. 20 ("small creek about 7 miles northwest of Blountstown, Calhoun County, Fla., on State Highway No. 6" [Florida, USA] Hobbs, 1974b ). Procambarus leitheuseri Franz & Hobbs, 1983 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) leitheuseri Franz & Hobbs, 1983: 323, fig Hobbs, 1943a ). = Procambarus leonensis Hobbs, 1943a: 49, figs. 1, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 22, 26, 29, 31 ("sinkhole Hobbs, 1947a: 9, figs. 3, 4, 9, 11, 15, 16, 19, 21, 26, 29, 30 (" sandbottomed stream flowing through swampy terrain five miles northeast of Swainsboro, Emanuel County, Georgia, on U.S. Highway 25" [USA]). Procambarus llamasi Villalobos F., 1954a: 364; pls. 16, 17 ("Santa Rita, 47 km al E. de Escárega, Campeche" [Mexico] ). Procambarus lophotus Hobbs & Walton, 1960: 123, figs. 1-11 ("roadside ditch, 3 .4 miles northeast of Haynesville, Lowndes County, Alabama, on State Route 11" [USA]). Procambarus lucifugus alachua (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus lucifugus alachua Hobbs, 1940a: 402, fig. 18 ("small cave, Hog Sink, about 10 miles west of Gainesville, Alachua County, Fla." [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus lucifugus lucifugus (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus lucifugus lucifugus Hobbs, 1940a: 398, fig. 17 ("Gum Cave, about 5 miles southwest of Floral City, Citrus County, Fla." [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus lunzi (Hobbs, 1940b) = Cambarus lunzi Hobbs, 1940b: 3, figs. 1-10 ("roadside Hobbs, 1975 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) marthae Hobbs, 1975: 6, fig. 2 Hobbs, 1975 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) medialis Hobbs, 1975: 10, fig. 3 ("pool in roadside ditch, 0.6 mile south of Scotland Neck, Halifax County, North Carolina, on U.S. Highway 258" [USA]). Procambarus mexicanus (Erichson, 1846) = Astacus (Cambarus) Mexicanus Erichson, 1846: 99 ["El Mirador de Zacuapan, 8 km NE of Huatusco, Veracruz" [Mexico] ; neotype (as neoholotype) designated by Villalobos F., 1954a: 312) . = Cambarus aztecus de Saussure, 1857b: 503 ("Tomatlá, dans les Terres chaudes"; "Veracruz, Mexico" according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus milleri Hobbs, 1971c: 115, figs. 1-11, 16 ("well Villalobos F., 1954a: 355; pls. 13, 14 ("Cerro Hueca, 4 km SE Tuxtla Gutiérrez, Chiapas" [Mexico] ). Procambarus morrisi Hobbs & Franz, 1991 = Procambarus (Lonnbergius) morrisi Hobbs & Franz, 1991: 56, fig Penn, 1953a: 5, figs. 8, 9, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 ("tributary of Spring Creek at Melder (on Lousiana highway 85), Rapides Parish, Louisiana" [USA]). Procambarus nechesae Hobbs, 1990 = Procambarus (Ortmannicus) nechesae Hobbs, 1990: 590, fig. 4 Hobbs, 1990 = Procambarus (Girardiella) nigrocinctus Hobbs, 1990: 576, Hobbs, 1973b = Procambarus (Austrocambarus) oaxacae oaxacae Hobbs, 1973b: 29, figs. 3, 4, 5 ("Cueva del Guano, 10 km NE Valle Nacional, Oaxaca, Mexico"). Procambarus oaxacae reddelli Hobbs, 1973b = Procambarus (Austrocambarus) oaxacae reddelli Hobbs, 1973b: 33, figs. 6, 7, 8 ("Cueva del Nacimiento del Río San Antonio, 10 km SSW Acatlán, Oaxaca, Mexico"). Procambarus okaloosae Hobbs, 1942b: 100; pl. 7, figs. 101-105; pl. 22 ("intersection of State Highway 41 and U.S. Highway 90 at Milligan, Okaloosa County, Florida" [USA] ). Procambarus olmecorum Hobbs, 1987a = Procambarus (Austrocambarus) olmecorum Hobbs, 1987a: 208, fig. 3 ("arroyo to Río Metlac near edge of Fortín de las Flores, Veracruz, Mexico"). Procambarus orcinus Hobbs & Means, 1972: 394, fig. 1 (Villalobos, 1949) = Paracambarus ortmannii Villalobos, 1949: 331; pls. 1, 2 ("Los Estajos, 6 km NE of Zihuateutla, en un pequeño arroyito que corre por el lado derecho del camino que va al rancho El Mirador, Puebla" [Mexico] ). Procambarus ouachitae Penn, 1956 : 100, figs. 1-17 ("tributary of the South Fork of the Saline River, 2.4 miles north of U.S. Highway 70 on a local road, 6.5 miles northeast of Hot Spring (7.7 miles south-southwest of Owensville), Garland County, Arkansas" [USA]). Procambarus paeninsulanus (Faxon, 1914) = Cambarus clarkii paeninsulanus Faxon, 1914: 369 ("three miles below Horse Landing, St. John's River, Putnam County, Florida" [USA] ). Procambarus pallidus (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus pallidus Hobbs, 1940a: 394, fig. 16 ("Warrens Cave, 11 miles northwest of Gainesville, Alachua County, Fla." [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus paradoxus (Ortmann, 1906b) = Cambarus (Paracambarus) paradoxus Ortmann, 1906b: 3, fig. 1 ("Tetela de Ocampo y La Cañada, 35 km northeast of Zacapoaxtla, Estado de Puebla, Mexico" according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus parasimulans Hobbs & Robison, 1982 = Procambarus (Girardiella) parasimulans Hobbs & Robison, 1982: 545, fig. 1 ("unnamed = Procambarus (Pennides) petersi Hobbs, 1981: 442, figs. 12b, 173d, 176, 183b, 256 ("Rocky Comfort Creek ( tributary to the Ogeechee River), 1.7 miles nort of Gibson, Glascock County, Georgia, on Route S2126 and 0.4 miles east on Chalker Smith Road" [Georgia, USA] ). Procambarus pictus (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus pictus Hobbs, 1940a: 419, fig. 22 ("small, swift swamp stream about 2 miles southwest of Green Cove Springs, Clay County, Fla., on Highway No. 48" [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus pilosimanus (Ortmann, 1906b) = Cambarus (Procambarus) pilosimanus Ortmann, 1906b: 6, fig. 2 ("probably Río Cahabón at Cobá, Province of Alta Verapaz, Guatemala" according to Hobbs, 1974b Fitzpatrick, 1978c = Procambarus (Girardiella) pogum Fitzpatrick, 1978c: 83, figs. 91-108 ("Houston, Chickasaw County, Mississippi" [USA] ). Procambarus primaevus (Packard, 1880) Feldmann et al., 1981: 797) . Procambarus pubescens (Faxon, 1884) = Cambarus pubescens Faxon, 1884: 109 ("McBean Creek, south of Augusta, Richmond County, Georgia" [USA] according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus pubischelae deficiens = Procambarus (Leconticambarus) pubischelae deficiens Hobbs, 1981: 356, figs. 18d, 135, 241 ("roadside ditch, 3 miles south of Baxley, Appling County, Georgia, on U.S. Highway 1" [USA]). Procambarus pubischelae pubischelae Hobbs, 1942b = Procambarus pubichelae Hobbs, 1942b: 41; pl. 2, figs. 6-10; pl. 13 ("pond and roadside ditch 9.4 miles north (State Highway 82) of Lake City, Columbia County, Florida" [USA] ). Procambarus pycnogonopodus Hobbs, 1942b: 117; pl. 8, figs. 126-130 ("roadside Hobbs, 1943a ). = Procambarus pycnogonopodus Hobbs, 1943a: 53, figs. 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 15, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 27, 28, 30, 32 ("roadside Hobbs, 1942b: 83; pl. 5, figs. 66-70; pl. 20 ("about 16 miles north of Fargo on Georgia State Highway 89, Clinch County, Georgia" [USA]). Procambarus raneyi Hobbs, 1953b: 412, figs. 1-12 ("south fork of the Broad River, 1 mile south of Carlton on the Oglethorpe-Madison County line, Georgia (Savannah River drainage system)" [USA]). Procambarus rathbunae (Hobbs, 1940a) = Cambarus rathbunae Hobbs, 1940a: 414, fig. 21 ("near the Yellow River at Milligan, Okaloosa County, Fla., at intersection of State Highway No. 41 and U.S. Highway No. 90" [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus regalis Hobbs & Robison, 1988 = Procambarus (Girardiella) regalis Hobbs & Robison, 1988: 398, figs. 3, 4, 14 ("De Ann Cemetery, about Villalobos F., 1954b: 289; pls. 1, 2 ("5 km N de Monterrey, N. L." [Nuevo León, Mexico] ). Procambarus reimeri Hobbs, 1979 = Procambarus (Girardiella) reimeri Hobbs, 1979: 804, fig. 1 ("roadside ditch about five miles northeast of Mena, Polk County, Arkansas, on unnumbered road to Iron Fork River" [USA]). Procambarus riojae (Villalobos, 1944a) = Paracambarus riojae Villalobos, 1944a: 162; Hobbs, 1942b: 89; pl. 5, figs. 76-80 ("7.3 miles west of Quincy, on U.S. Highway 90, Gadsden County, Florida (Sec. 1, T. 2N, R. 5W)" [USA according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus rogersi rogersi (Hobbs, 1938) = Cambarus rogersi Hobbs, 1938: 62, fig. 1 ("flat-woods four miles north of Blountstown on State Highway no. 6" [Florida, USA] ). Procambarus ruthveni (Pearse, 1911) = Cambarus ruthveni Pearse, 1911: 110 ("Cuatotolapam, Cantón de Acayucan, Veracruz, Mexico" according to Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus sbordonii Hobbs, 1978 = Procambarus (Austrocambarus) sbordonii Hobbs, 1978: 201, fig. 2 Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus steigmani Hobbs, 1991b = Procambarus (Girardiella) steigmani Hobbs, 1991b: 309, (Villalobos, 1947a) = Paracambarus tezuitlanensis Villalobos, 1947a: 240; Procambarus tlapacoyanensis (Villalobos, 1947b) = Paracambarus tlapacoyanensis Villalobos, 1947b: 537; pl. 1, 2 ("Cañada de Tomata, Tlapacoyan, Veracruz" [Mexico] ). Procambarus toltecae Hobbs, 1943b: 198; Villalobos F., 1954a: 328; pls. 7, 8 ("Playa Norte de la Laguna de Catemaco, Ver." [Veracruz, Mexico] ). Procambarus veracruzanus Villalobos F., 1954a: 323; pls. 5, 6 ("Presidio, 30 km. SE Córdoba, Veracruz. Cuenca del río Papaloapan" [Mexico] ). Procambarus verrucosus Hobbs, 1952c: 212, fig. 82 Hobbs, 1974b) . Procambarus viaeviridis (Faxon, 1914) = Cambarus viae-viridis Faxon, 1914: 370; pl. 5 Fitzpatrick, 1990 = Procambarus (Pennides) vioscai paynei Fitzpatrick, 1990: 259, fig. 1 (Ortmann, 1905b) = Cambarus (Procambarus) williamsoni Ortmann, 1905b : 439, figs. 1, 2, 3 ("about 4 to 5 miles due south of the town of Izabal, south of Rio Malagua, Los Amates, Province of Izabal, Guatemala"). Procambarus xilitlae Hobbs & Grubbs, 1982 = Procambarus (Scapulicambarus) xilitlae Hobbs & Grubbs, 1982: 45, fig. 1 ("Hoya de las Guaguas, 10 kilometers south-southwest of Aquismón, and very near the town of Xilitla, San Luis Potosí, Mexico"). Procambarus xochitlanae Hobbs, 1975 = Procambarus (Villalobosus) xochitlanae Hobbs, 1975: 16, fig. 5 = Troglocambarus maclanei Hobbs, 1942b: 146; pls. 1; 10, figs. 171-175 ("Squirrel Chimney" [Florida, USA] Petit, 1923 = Astacoides madagascariensis var. betsileoensis Petit, 1923 : 219 ("vicinity of Fianarantsoa, Madagascar" according to Hobbs, 1987b . Astacoides caldwelli (Spence Bate in Sclater, 1865) = Astacoides Goudotii Guérin-Méneville, 1839: 109 ("Madagascar"; lectotype designated by Holthuis, 1964b: 314 ; suppressed for the Purposes of the Principle of Priority but not the Principle of Homonymy and placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid specific Names in Zoology in Opinion 519, see Anonymous, 1958b ). = Astacus caldwelli Spence Bate in Sclater, 1865: 469; pl. 27 ("Madagascar, vicinity of Antananarivo"). Astacoides crosnieri Hobbs, 1987b: 27, figs. 2a, b, 3c, 4, 6a, 10e, 11d, 12, 13e, 14, 15, 16 Hobbs, 1987b: 31, figs. 3e, 6b, 10b, 12, 13f, 14, 17, 18 ("Fond de la valée d'Isaka (= Isaha?), Madagascar" Ombrastacoides denisoni Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 745, fig. 10 ("Australia: Tasmania: McDougalls Road at crossing of Little Denison River"). Ombrastacoides dissitus Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 747, fig. 11 ("Australia: Tasmania: plain east of junction of Leprena track with Catamaran River, Lune River"). Ombrastacoides huonensis Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 749, fig. 12 ("Australia: Tasmania: plain west of Scotts Peak Road near Harlequin Hill"). Ombrastacoides ingressus Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 752, fig. 13 ("Australia: Tasmania: floodplain of small creek at east side of Victoria Pass, Lyell Highway"). Ombrastacoides leptomerus = Parastacoides leptomerus 387 ("Lake Lilla and outlet stream, Cradle Mt., Tasmania" [Australia] ). = Parastacoides setosimerus Riek, 1951: 386 ("Mt. Rufus, Tasmania" [Australia] ). Ombrastacoides parvicaudatus Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 754, fig. 14 ("Australia: Tasmania: creek near King River, Lyell Highway"). Ombrastacoides professorum Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 757, fig. 15 ("Australia: Tasmania: Allens Creek, Crotty Road"). Ombrastacoides pulcher (Riek, 1967b) = Parastacoides pulcher Riek, 1967b Riek, : 1006 fig. 6 ("Lake Pedder, southwestern Tasmania" [Australia] Ribeiro, Buckup, Gomes & Araujo, 2016: 311, figs. 6, 7, 8d, 9 ("Brazil, Rio Grande do Sul, Morrinhos do Sul (29°17ʹ13.7ʺS; 49°54ʹ53.42ʺW)"). Parastacus defossus Faxon, 1898: 686; pl. 67, figs. 3, 4 ("Montevideo, Uruguay") . Parastacus fluviatilis Ribeiro, Buckup, Gomes & Araujo, 2016: 305, figs. 3, 4, 5e, f ("Brazil, Rio Grande do Sul, São José dos Ausentes, Apuaê-Inhandava Basin, Silveira River (28°35ʹ54.45ʺS; 49°59ʹ1.36ʺW)"). Parastacus laevigatus Buckup & Rossi, 1980: 677, figs. 18-20 ("Joinville (Estrada da Cidra, Chácara dos Ipès), Santa Catarina, Brasil").
Parastacus nicoleti (Philippi, 1882 ) = Astacus Nicoleti Philippi, 1882 Valdivia" Faxon, 1898: 685; pl. 69 ("Colima, Mexico"; considered to be in error by Riek, 1971 Hansen & Richardson, 2006: 764, fig. 18 ("Australia: Tasmania: Indiana Creek, 500 m up road from Warners Landing, Lower Gordon River"). Spinastacoides inermis = Parastacoides inermis Clark, 1939: 126; pl. 13, fig. 10-10b ("Adamson's Peak" [Tasmania, Australia] ). = Parastacoides sternalis Riek, 1967b Riek, : 1002 fig. 4 ("North-east of Mt. Bowes, south-western Tasmania" [Australia] ). Spinastacoides insignis = Parastacoides insignis Clark, 1939: 126; pl. 13, fig. 11-11b ("Melaleuca Creek, southwestern Tasmania" [Australia] Riek, 1951: 382, fig. 13 ("Caloundra, Queensland" [Australia] ). Virilastacus Hobbs, 1991a = Virilastacus Hobbs, 1991a: 802 (type species Parastacus araucanius Faxon, 1914 , by original designation; gender masculine). Virilastacus araucanius (Faxon, 1914) = Parastacus araucanius Faxon, 1914: 353; pl. 4 ("Corral, Chile") . Virilastacus jarai Rudolph & Crandall, 2012: 262, figs. 2-5 ("homestead in the "Quinta El Porvenir" sector (37°26ʹ39.84ʺS, 72°18ʹ37.12ʺW), 1.5 km northeast of the town of Los Ángeles, in southern Chile, Biobío región"). Virilastacus retamali Rudolph & Crandall, 2007: 503, figs. 2-5 ("geogenous peatland in the "Los Kakaknes" homestead of Rucapihuel in the Coastal Cordillera, province of Osorno, southern Chile"). Virilastacus rucapihuelensis Rudolph & Crandall, 2005: 767, figs. 2-5 ("Rucapihuel, province of Osorno, Chile"). Manganelli et al., 2006] . Cambarus (Cambarus) lobdelli Lyle, 1938: 76 . Cambarus (Faxonius) creaseri Lyle, 1938: 76 . appreciated help in tracking down obscure references as well as providing nomenclatorial opinions on several species. Arthur Anker aided with finding and translating Russian and Ukranian literature, whilst James W. Fetzner Jr. and Sancia van der Meij helped with other obscure literature. David Stern was instrumental in providing some helpful phylogenetic analyses to help work through certain taxonomic issues and his assistance in the development of figures 1 and 2 is gratefully acknowledged. Chris Lukhaup is gratefully acknowledged for allowing us to use his excellent photos. We are thankful to Peter Castro, Susie Adams, Fred Schram, and two anonymous reviewers for their careful reading of our manuscript and many helpful suggestions.
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